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Senator Chuck Grassley

U.5. Senate

135 Hart Senale Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Grassley:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC}) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would-have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincersly,

Randal Joslyn

cc:
The Federai Communications Ccramission
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Senator Mark Pryor
J.S. Senate

257 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Pryor:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly in¢reases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it wouid have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. 1f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, -
Richard Boyd - : R A Co e

cc: ‘ : :
The Federal Communications Cammissién L
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Representative Cathy McMorris

U.S. House of Representatives

1708 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative McMorris:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) cotlection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month,
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Tina Webb

cc :
The Federdl Communications Comamission
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Representative Patrick Kennedy
U.S. House of Representatives
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Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Kennedy:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. I[n addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their custorners, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC gocs to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to moenitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your positicn on this matter.

Sincerely,

Roger St.Martin

cc: C
The Federal Communications Commission T
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Representative Benjamin Cardin
U.S. House of Representatives
2207 Rayburn House Office Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Cardin;

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee.  Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residentiai and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change 1o a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forw_ard to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Dana Colf;m’a'n‘_ ‘

ce:
The Federal Commumcatlons Comxmssmn '
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Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

'The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Barrett

ce: P
The Federa! Commutiications Commission
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Senator John Cornyn LG - MP\\LHOO?
U.S. Senate E e
517 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Comyn:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constiency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,
Santiago Conchas

¢

ce: -
The Federal Communications Coramission
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Senator Bill Nelson

U.S. Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federai-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelson:

[ have serious concemns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Lucinda Roberts :

ce: N

The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Barbara Boxer

UJ.S. Senate

112 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 86-45

Dear Senator Boxer:

T have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Judy Nevins.

cc: .

The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator John Kerry
U.S. Senate

304 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-Stat-  .int Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

R o] g T
weal DENEIGT neny,

T have serious concems regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a8 month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low~volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addixion, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While [ am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans 1o
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

martin dragon

cCl
The Federal Communications Cdrmmission
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Representative Albert Wynn
US. House of Representatives
434 Cannon House Office Blds.
Was]:xington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-4D

Dear Representative Wynn:

Ihave serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will e negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People wheo use more pay more into the system. [ the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

Aflat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give wp their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills, Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radicel and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While lam aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure
am charged fairly. [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the RCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I-will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. ] reguest you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know howa flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your

constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerelg,

Ron Mesnar&

oc: .
The Federa;l‘gommuniqdﬁons Commission
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Senator John Cormyn

U.S. Senate

517 Hart Senate Office Building
" 7M510-0001

i-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear »enator Cornyn:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Veronica Gutierrez

cc!
The Federal Comimunications Commission
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Senator Charles Schumer
US.Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-4D

Dear Senator Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as scmeone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and Jow-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF trom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. [n addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While | am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, o "pass along’ these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

['will continue to monitor developments on the issne and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, lotting them know how & flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your

sued work and Iook forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
| Sln;:er;lg,

S,

ce N Sreas
The Federal Communications Commisaion. .
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Senator Richard Lugar
11.S. Senate

"“~e Building
1001

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

_ugar:

" T SEITOUS concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the . T
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection méthod to a monthly flat fee, Many of your constituents; inchiding'me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 1f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Doris Steele

CcC
FCC General Email Box .- .
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Senator Judd Gregg

U.S. Senate

393 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Gregg:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Linda Alerson-Lambert

ce: EEE
The Federal Communications-Coémmission
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Richard Daberkow
4039 Tennyson Lane , North Olmsted, OH 44070-1915 ‘
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Senator Mike DeWine

U.S. Senate

140 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator DeWine:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a moath of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter,

Sincerely,

Richard Daberkow

ce: R

The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator Sam Brownback

[JS. Senate

303 Hart Senate Office Building
‘Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board an Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Brownback:

[ have serions concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change propesed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USFis currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as somecne who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could canse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unatfordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which [ am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information, While ! am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or 'pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure [
am c]mre.ed fui!lg. It the FCC Soes 1o a numbers taxed, my service will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC Las plans to change to a flat fee system soon and withont legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your
constitnency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerélg, .

victoria valentine

oe P .
The Federal COm‘municatiox_xs‘C_ammiaaion
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Senator Elizabeth Dole

US.Senate

3353 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senaior Dole:

[ have serions concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions’ (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

Asyou know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat {ee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doins 80,

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low~
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from hi,5]1 volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
]:u'ghlg detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep LISF Fair Coalition, of which] am a member, keeps me informed about the USFissue with monthly newsletiers and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer | would like ensure |
am charged fairly, [f the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to chauge to a flat fee system scon and without legislation.

I'will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concems to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could dispraportionately atfect those in your

constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Ruby Shipman

oc
The Federal Comni:;:picqtiona ‘Com::hission )
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Judith Evans r]EC 8 n mnlr]

7104 South 86th Street #227, La Vista, NE 68128
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Representative Lee Terry

U.S. House of Representatives

1524 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subje&: Eie;: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

[3

Dear Representative Terry:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a‘highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law-does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Judith Evans

cc: ‘
The Federal Communications Commission
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Senator John Sununu e i
U.S. Senate . C N MA"_ROO,« N
111 Russell Senate Office Building TTe—
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Sununu:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collecied on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [fthe
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law: does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure [ am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Robert Clements
cc o NPT
The Federal Communications Commission: 17 =0 i * i
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Nina Aldridge . ‘

3989 Caballero Ave , North Port, FL 34286 .- 'C-MA

November 1, 2005 11:05

Senator Mel Martinez

United States Senate

317 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Martinez:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. [f the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would bave a highly detrimental effect on smail businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request
you pass along my concems to the FCC on my behalf letting them know how a flat fee tax could dxspropomonately

Thank you for ymir contmued work and [ look forward to hearing about your posmon on this matter.
Smcerely, o
Nina Aldridge‘

CC:
The Federal Commumcatlons Cpmmmsmn
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Barbara Firth ; .
.
< Baldwin Avenue #125, El Monte, CA 91731 S e LT VI

November 30, 2005 10:43 PM
Boxer

‘ce Building
N-0001

ate Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

A — W T e

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. Ifthe
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses ope thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee 1ax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USE Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes toa numbers taxed, my service
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. [ request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely, S
Barbara F1rth :

|
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Reprecentaﬁva Tom Allen EYFT ;
US.House of Represontatives
N27 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 99515-0001

Sl@ie,ct: Re: Fode tal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45
BT, S
TRt e Wl g, TN

" Dear Representative Allen:

[ have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the FCC changes
that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long distance, pays the same
amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could canse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their hills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Caalition, of which | am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletters and up
to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or "pass along” these foes to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer [ would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my sexvice will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system scon and without legislation.

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. ] request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my behall, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your

constituency,

Thank you for your continued work and [ look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerelg,

albert leblond - )

cc: o ' .
The Fedam,l Communicatiom Commission
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Senator David Vitter

US. Senate

516 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-43

Dear Senator Vitter:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Commmunications Commissions' (FCC} position to change the Universal Service
Fund (USF} collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors,
will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC,

As you know, USE is currently collected on & revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I the FCC changes
that system to a flat {ee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes & month of long distance, pays the same
amoust into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month, Constituents who use their limited resources

wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

Aflat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens and low-
income residential and rura) consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting
the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a
hi&hlq detrimental effect on small husinesses all across America.

The Keep USF Eair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly newsletiers and up
to date information on, t]aenr website, including links to FCC information. While ] am aware that federal law does not require
companies to recover, or pnsa along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure |
am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you pass
along my concerns to the FCC on my bohali, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your

oo f S
The Federal Commupications Commission
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Bonnie Goreczn
1301 Eleanor , Burkburnett, TX 76354
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Senator Kay Hutchison \ i

U.S. Senate
284 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Hutchison:

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me,
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF. Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While T am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that
they do.- As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service
will cost more, And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation.

1 will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. Irequest
you pass alohg my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately

Sincerely,

Bonnie Goreczny .
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